


Shirlee Herrington

From: Gina Fleming
Sent: Wednesday, July 16, 2014 3:10 PM
To: Allison Carlos; Andy Fisher; Anita Reis; Ann Holman; Beverly Roberts; Bill Zimmerman;

Bob Costa; Brad Albertazzi; Carole Barber; Chris Coffman; Christina Shaw; Cristina Rivera;
David Boesch; Edward Bonner; Estelle Maxwell; George Rosasco; Gerald Carden; Gina
Fleming; Heather Knutson; Holly Heinzen; Jack Duran; James Importante; Jenine
Windeshausen; Jennifer Merino; Jennifer Montgomery; Jim Holmes; Jocelyn Maddux;
John Ramirez; john Weber; Joshua Huntsinger; Kellie Craig; Ken Grehm; Kirk Uhler;
Kristen Spears; Kurtis Zumwalt; Leah Rosasco; Leslie Amsberry; Linda Brown; Loren Clark;
Maywan Krach; Melinda Harrell; Michael Johnson; Mike DiMaggio; Mike Fitch; Nicole
Hagmaier; Paul Thompson; Phil Frantz; Rebecca Taber; Robert Sandman; Robert
Weygandt; Rui Cunha; Scott Finley; Sharlet Pyne; Shirlee Herrington; Steve Buelna; Steve
Kastan; Teri Ivaldi; Timothy Wegner; Todd Nishikawa; Tom Poole; Tracie Coyle; Vicki
Julian; Wesley Nicks; Yu-Shuo Chang

Subject: Correspondence Revd - FW: Is Placer County Anti-Business?

Giruw

Gina Fleming, Senior Board Clerk

Placer County Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Ave Rm #101

Auburn Ca 95603

(530) 8859-4020

(530) 889-4099 FAX
http://www.placer.ca.gov/bos/clerk

From: Timothy Chambers [mailto:timothychambers@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 12, 2014 7:26 AM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Is Placer County Anti-Business?

Dear Board of Supervisors, :

My wife and | have been residents of Placer County (Newcastle) for 17 years. We have been very
happy to see business improve in the County. We especially love to see all the new wineries in our
- rural area.

Yesterday we stopped at the new brewery, GoatHouse Brewing Co. It's just a few miles from our
house. We were very displeased to see the onerous restrictions imposed on them by Placer Couinty.
Apparently, the County aims to put them out of business.

The brewery grows its own hops, grains, honey... just like a winery grows its own grapes. Their rural
setting is as appropriate as any vineyard. Why have they been singled out to fail? Why cant they get
equal protection under the law?

The liberalization of our brewing laws has been championed by both Republicans and Democrats and
the Placer County Board is nonpartisan, so, it should not be a political issue.

We would love to see the unfair restrictions imposed on the brewery lifted. We want them to succeed
and make our community a better place to live.

Thank you for considering this matter.

Sincerely,



Timothy P. and Carmen B. Chambers
6900 Cedar Glen Way
Newcastle, CA 95638
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July 8, 2014 PLANNING DEFT.

To: Placer County Planning Commission (via email) Wets pal
George Rosasco, Supervising Planner, Placer County Planning Services (via email)
Placer County Board of Supervisors (via email) + 5. mas(

Comments on the Community Center Zoning Text Amendment, July 10, 2014

The Board of Supervisors, in fall of 2012, enacted a moraterium on approval of use
permits for commercial "community centers’ because of inadequacies in the existing
County Code language. County Planning staff, the Planning Commission, the Municipal
Area Councils (MACs), the Agricultural Commission, and concerned and committed
county residents worked for months to shape the revised language, knowing the

final result would have great impact to the near future of the area. The goal was to
develop the , new code to strengthen and clarify currently vague and open ended
county regulations for the establishment and operation of commercial event centers

in agricultural zones (i.e., Ag Event Centers). However, once recommendations were
presented to The Planning Commission, the intent was diluted, resulting in three critical
areas of concern to rural Placer County residents in the final code language. These
concerns are the number of events allowed per year, the number of guests allowed per
event, and access requirements for Ag Event Centers.

Planning staff have chosen to disregard recommendations that are the result of
laborious collaboration from all stakeholders. When the draft language was presented
to the MAC, the number of guests allowed per event at Ag Event Centers was fixed at
maxima of 100, 200 or 400, depending on the site acreage. Similarly, the maximum
number of events at all sizes of Ag Event Centers was fixed at 26 per year. Five of the
eight MACs that commented wanted FEWER eventsiyear. Now that the opportunity
for comment has passed, Planning staff have eliminated the hard caps on number of
events and number of guests with the phrase “or as specified by the Conditional Use
Permit," demonstrating total disregard for the input from the MACs and many rural
residents. An applicant merely has to convince Planning staff that more and bigger
events are desirable for the application to proceed. The MAC members gave their
recommeéndations after considerable thought and in good faith that Planning would
consider their viewpoints. Sadly, that faith and all the residents and MAC's effort has
been misplaced. This is unacceptable.

The issue of most concern to the MACs was that many parcels in rural Placer

County are accessed by shared, privately maintained roads, Of the seven MACs that
commentad on this issue ALL of them suggested limiting or prohibiting shared access.
Again, Planning staff have chasen to disregard completely the expressed preferences
of the MACs by making no provisions for protection of the neighbors who also use and
maintain the shared road.

the property rights of all those who share the road are affected when a commercial
venture such as an Ag Event Center applies to use this shared access. What was a
small, low-traffic country lane will have to be “improved” to allow increased vehicular
access by passenger and service vehicles during events. The other parlies to the road
agreement, who do not share in the profits of the event center and whose quality of life
may suffer because of it, now are in jeopardy of legal action if an event center guest,
vendor, or employee should have an accident on the shared road. These high-traffic
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volume uses negatively impact property values and quality of life for local residents.
The results of allowing this traffic on private or rural roads is in direct contradiction to the
intent of an FB-X zoning for residential agricuttural use. If Placer County allows permits
for Ag Event Centers accessed by shared private roads to proceed, no matter what

the final decision - either to allow or deny the use — Placer County will be favoring the
property rights of one group (that is, either the neighbors or the applicant) over ancther,
setting neighbor against neighbor. This places the County to at risk for legal battles that
are costiy and counterproductive. A case caused by exacily this issue involving a rural
brewery is currently in litigation. Placer County Planning personnel should learn from
this very distressing example and not cause these disputes by getting involved in shared
access, The best way to protect the interests of everyone fairly is to state plainly in the
revised code that an Ag Event Center must have or construct its own dedicated access.

Save Placer Farmlands feels that County staff have ignored good common sense and
disregarded the reasoned and shared recommendations of the MACs in these three
aspects of the final draft. The draft presented for your approval is not the one the MACs
and Ag Commission were asked to review, nor is it the one submitted with the Mitigated
Negative Declaration. By removing the hard maxima from the number of events per
year and guests per event in the final draft, and by ignoring MAC recommendations and
accepting applications for permits in which the applicant intends to use shared private
access for an Ag Event Center, County Planning staff are increasing, not alleviating,

the uncertainty and anxiety felt by many rural landowners about the eventuality of these
facilities in their neighborhoods.

Teresa Chaney

6281 Schindler road
Newcastle, CA 95658

Save Placer Farmlands
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July 7, 2014

To: Placer County Planning Commission (via email)
George Rosasco, Supervising Planner, Placer County Planning Services {via email)
Placer County Board of Supervisors (via email)

Comments on the Community Center Zoning Text Amendment, July 10, 2014

Late in 2012, the Board of Supervisors enacted a moratorium on approval of use
permits for commercial “community centers” because of inadequacies in the existing
County Code language. Revising the code has been a laborious process involving
County Planning staff, the Planning Commission, the Municipal Area Councils (MACs),
the Agricultural Commission, and county residents. in some respects, the new code
strengthens and clarifies county regulations for the establishment and operation of
commercial event centers in agricultural zones (i.e., Ag Event Centers). However, there
are three areas of concern to rural Placer County residents in the final code language.
These concerns are the number of events allowed per year, the number of guests
allowed per event, and access requirements for Ag Event Centers,

When the draft language was presented to the MAC, the number of guests allowed per
event at Ag Event Centers was fixed at maxima of 100, 200 or 400, depending on the
site acreage. Similarly, the maximum number of events at all sizes of Ag Event Centers
was fixed at 26 per year. Five of the eight MACs that commented wanted FEWER
events/year. Now that the opportunity for comment has passed, Planning staff have
eliminated the hard caps on number of events and number of guests with the phrase “or
as specified by the Conditional Use Permit,” demonstrating total disregard for the input
from the MACs and many rural residents. An applicant merely has to convince Planning
staff that more and bigger events are desirable for the application to proceed. The MAC
members gave their recommendations after considerable thought and in good faith that
Planning would consider their viewpoints. Sadly, that faith has been misplaced.

~ Many parcels in rural Placer County are accessed by shared, privately maintained
roads, and this was the issue of most concern to the MACs. Of the seven MACs that
commented on this issue ALL of them suggested limiting or prohibiting shared access.
Again, Pianning staff have chosen to disregard completely the expressed preferences of
the MACs by making no provisions for protection of the neighbors who also use and
maintain the shared road.

When a commercial venture such as an Ag Event Center applies to use this shared
access, it affects the property rights of all those who share the road. What was a small,
low-traffic country iane will have to be “improved” to allow increased vehicular access by
passenger and service vehicles during events. The other parties to the road
agreement, who do not share in the profits of the event center and whose quality of life
may suffer because of it, now are in jeopardy of lega! action if an event center guest,
vendor, or employee should have an accident on the shared road. These high-traffic

- volume uses negatively impact property values and quality of life for local residents. If
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Placer County allows permits for Ag Event Centers accessed by shared private roads to
proceed, no matter what the final decision = either to allow or deny the use — Placer
County will be favoring the property rights of one group (that is, either the neighbors or
the applicant) over another, setting neighbor against neighbor. A case caused by
exactly this issue involving a rural brewery is currently in litigation. Placer County
Planning personnel should learn from this very distressing example and not cause these
disputes by getting involved in shared access. The best way to protect the interests of
everyone fairly is to state plainly in the revised code that an Ag Event Center must have
or construct its own dedicated access.

Save Placer Farmlands feels that County staff have ignored good common sense and
the recommendations of the MACs in these three aspects of the final draft. The draft
presented for your approval is not the one the MACs and Ag Commission were asked to
review, nor is it the one submitted with the Mitigated Negative Declaration. By removing
the hard maxima from the number of events per year and guests per event in the final
draft, and by ignoring MAC recommendations and accepting applications for permits in
which the applicant intends to use shared private access for an Ag Event Center,
County Planning staff are increasing, not alleviating, the uncertainty and anxiety felt by
many rural landowners about the eventuality of these facilities in their neighborhoods.

v

Carol Rubin

Save Placer Farmlands
2079 Country Hill Run
Newcastle
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County of Placer

RURAL LINCOLN MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
P.O.Box 716

Lincoln, CA 95648

County Contact: Administrative Aide (530) 889-4010

February 26, 2013

R & JE IEXyESOIF){S
Robert M. Weygandt ' 5 B%?ﬁ?gfp_gga_v,cocuﬂ
Placer County Board of Supervisors I B —
175 Fulweiler Avenue : FEB 27 2013

Auburn, CA 95630

Sup D1—Sup DA Alde gt:}ge g;.....
i Syn D2._Sup DS Alle 3 2.5 S
Dear Supervisor Weygandt: Sﬂg p2— up D3 Akde D2-Alde /"-K

RE:  COMMUNITY CENTER DESIGNATION INPUT

As you know, at last month’s Rural Lincoln MAC meeting we had a general
discussion about community centers and gathered input from those interested in
this issue.

Enclosed please find the January 28, 2013 approved meeting minutes
summarizing the input gathered at that meeting. We hope it proves helpful as the
county gets underway with their work plan to explore this issue further. As
always, the MAC stands ready to constructively participate in this process as it

unfolds.

We understand that regutation naturally folows innovation and are optimistic we
can achieve a balanced and thoughtful approach in resolving this issue.

Thank you for your cansideration and leadership in this regard.

Sincerely,

Mok Fowlern
Mark Fowler, Chair
Rural Lincoln Municipal Advisory Council

Enclosure Approved Rural Lincoln MAC Minutes 01/28/13

™
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County of Placer

RURAL LINCOLN MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
P.O. Box 716

Lincoln, CA 95648
County Contact: Administrative Aide (530) 889-4010

RURAL LINCOLN MAC MINUTES
January 28, 2013

1. Call to Order and Introduction of Members

Members Present:  Mark Fowler
Karla McAnally
George Alves
Deirdre Lefty
Joyce Bachman

2. Pledge of Allegiance
3. Approval of Minutes:
4, Approval of Agenda: January Agenda approved

5. Public Comment:

Any member of the public may address the Municipal Advisory Council on any matter
that is NOT listed on the agenda. Comments will normally be limited to ﬂve minutes at
the discretion of the Chairperson.

6. Public Safety and School Reports:

A. Placer County Fire (530) 277-2317 — Battalion Chief Jim Mathias —
jim.mathiasf@fire.ca.gov — “No Report”

B. Placer County Sheriff (916) 652-2419 — Lynn Harrison ~
e Not much to report; only a few burglaries.
C. CA Highway Patrol —(916) 663-3344 - David Martinez

The following is a ist of citations issued over the last yzar:
19,000 citations issued last year
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Over 8500 for speeding

289 DUI Arrests

Seatbelt citations — 366

Verbal warnings - 3679

Radar - 30

Crashes - 12 fatalities (down from 15 in 2011)
508 collisions causing injury

Collisions—  1/16/13 @ Mocre and Dowd ~ non-injury ~unsafe turn
1/22/13 @ McCourtney — nen-injury — unsafe turn

D. WPUSD — Kris Knutsen: (530) 633-2591 - Kris Knutsen — The Connecticut school
shooting was discussed. It was reported that all the schools in the District have safety
measures in place, It was mentioned that if a school is on lock down, it is important
that parents do not try to go to the school premises they could find out more by
staying at home. e

With the passing of Prop 98, there will be funds available. The District will be
receiving money from these funds. Instead of trying to cut $5 million from the
budget the District will be cutting approximately 2.5 million.

E. Greater Lincoln Fire Safety Council — Warren Bostick
The Couacil met early in the month, They current have five proposals for actions

plans in the area. The council is still accepting members; if anyore is interested they
can go to the County website and download the application,

7. Information/Non-Action Item;
A. Community Center / Update & Discussion —
Present for the discussion were:

e Josh Huntsinger, Ag Commission
« Paul Thompson, Dept of Planning
« Reger Ingram, Farm Advisor

Roger Ingram acted as the facilitator for the discussions. The following is a list of
ideas/questions that the public came up with.

* Promotion of Ag uses
o Agenda Item on Lincoln MAC to Make Recommendations to BOS

b
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* & ¢ 9 %

No more approved Community Center for Profit 'til more proper definition
of text amendments developed

Ag Business needs to be profitable

Take care of community needs/community centers non-profit
Should community center be in this zoning?

Look at what other counties are doing

Time limits for event

Define nature of permitted event

Definition of agriculture

Scale of operation

Attract new investment to county

Community center catch-all event

Impact on property values

Density of centers

Sustainable

Wine Coops: Suisun, Yolo, Tasting Room, event center

Specify impact on neighbor/ number of events

Do not infringe on neighbors

Specify strong access & location requirements

Minimum acreage size

Respect neighbors

Practical solutions

Think win/win

No outdoor amphitheater or amplified sound

Enforcement - small % of gross to fund enforcement people since events
will mainly be on the weekends

Guidelines for food service

Determine minimum % of farm's product sold

What happens if someone else buys property?

Require residency on property?

If Ag event center, prove revenue coming from Ag

Sunset clause for 5-10 years to be able to assess if the policy/requirements,
etc, are working :

Limit size of events

Require security at events if alcohol sold

Adbhere to zoning minimum/no subdivisioni.e. cannot subdivide 10 acres
to 2 five acres parcels and now have 2 event centers

Variance or modifications to permit should require public hearing at
Planning Commission

Expand area of notification if community center being considered
Want to see permitted events on county website

Guidelines for structure height, sq. ft.

Lighting requirements

Coordination of events if high density of centers

Not wanted in residential Ag area




8. Action [tem:

Event center has nothing to do with Ag/that is not connected to Ag should
not be allowed :

What would trigger revocation of permit

What would penalties for non-compliance be?

Original intent of community center when put in county code

When were community centers put in code/ zoning |
Community center should be connected to Ag

Event center commercial rental centers

Separate community center & Ag event center

Event center - rental person determines what would happen

Not need an event center to sell Ag products

Weddings are not Ag related

Determine what are appropriate events for an Ag event and not disturb
community

- None X

9. MAC Committee & Local Government Reports:

MmUY oW >

Traffic & Public Safety — George Alves — “No Report”

Schools & Parks — Karla McAnally - “No Report”

Land Use — Karla McAnally, Mark Fowler, Deirdre Lefty — *No Report”
Health Issues ~ Mark Fowler, Deirdre Lefty — “No Report”

City of Lincoln, Councilmember Gabriel Hydrick ~ “No Report™”

Placer County — Jennifer Merino/Lyndel] Grey

s Placer County has a new Business Development Manager, Paul Griffith

» The Economic Development Board is accepting nominations for any outstanding
companies, organizations or persons who have contributed to the economic
success of Placer County during 2012.

« Caltrans is realigning Highway 193

s I-80/65 work will be soon underway. Information can be found at
8065interchange.org ~ 180/SR65 Interchange Improvements Project is intended
to reduce traffic congestion, improve operations and enhance safety.

e There is an opening at the Planning Commission for the West side.

» The County is studying the relocation of the Fair grounds.

» Supervisor Weygandt will be returning to Washington DC in February to lobby
the conservation plan and the regional sewer.

» OES - who is in charge of what when it comes t erosion of the creek systems

« Teichert has an extension of time.

» Draft of the EIR will be out regarding The Regional Sewer




10. Correspondence: “None”
11. Announcements & Information:
o City of Lincoln Housing update will be held on January 30, 2013
» An inquiry was brought up regarding the possibility of having a presentation on
the Santucci Justice Center

[2. Next Regular Meeting: February 25, 2013

13. Adjoumment'
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County of Placer

RURAL LINCOLN MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

County Contact: Administrative Aide (530) 889-4010

April 15,2014

Robert M. Weygandt

Placer County Board of Supervisors
" 175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Supervisor Weygandt,

Over the past year, we have heard the members of our community express their concerns about a loss
of the priority of agricutture and the effect on their guality of life due to businesses opening on
neighboring farm land. Citizens attended from all areas of the MAC area and represented many
professions and demographics.

Two businesses that have been allowed to move forward prior to the development of the Event Center
Ordinance in our area and have caused considerable consternation are Wise Villa Winery and Gold Hil!
Gardens, These two businesses evidence some of the characteristics that most residents dislike
coming into the community. '

In all fairness, we also have had representatives from the community and same members of the
clientele of the MAC area businesses (that fall under the current Winery Ordinance) attend the MAC
meetings and express their point of view that these businesses do not interfere with Placer County’s
priority of agriculture nor do they diminish the quality of life for their neighbors,

We are pleased that the Board of Supervisors placed a moratorium on the development of any new
event centers and charged the Planning Department with the task of developing an Event Center-
Ordinance. This has given our community needed time to consider all aspects of such an ordinance
and voice opiniens. We believe that an ordinance can support the development of new businesses
and, at the same time, protect the community from potential negative effects of those businesses.

George Rosasco has done an excellent job drafting an Event Center Ordinance and we favor all the
points that he included. We particularly appreciate the fact that he came repeatedly to the Rural
Lincoln MAC 1o explain and listen to all the issues raised by our residents. While supporting the basics
of the draft ordinance, the Lincoln MAC feels there are additional items to be considered to provide for
the harmonious development of Event Centers in our county in the future.




Robert M. Weygaridt

Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

April 15, 2014

Page 2 of 2

The following i is a list of those items that we believe are necessary to make the new Event Center
Ordinance compatible with agriculture and quahty of life:

Code Enforcement must be available when needed to hear and respond to complaints
» No Event Center should be allowed on a shared private road
The size of the property allowed to develop event centers must be increased to 20 acres,
40 acres and 80 acres ' '
» Theowners that desire to develop an Event Center must demonstrate that at Ieast 51% of theur
income is from agriculture
¢ Event Centers must be limited to hosting events 12 times per calendar year

* The Event Center permit must go to the applicant and hot the property. When the owner dies,

sells, or transfers ownership, the permit expires
» There must be a method for evaluating each event center site in order to avord a concentration
in a relatively small area before a permlt is granted

In conclusmn we W|sh to express our appreciation to the Board of Supervrsors for supporting the
Municipal Advisory Council process. The community asks for your support of the recommended
_ changes included above.

Sincerely,

Gearge Abres

 George Alves, Chairman

cc: Larry Sevison, Plénning Commission Chairman

George Rosasco, Placer County Planning Departrr\ent
Rural Lincoln MAC Members




County of Placer

SHERIDAN MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
175 Fulweiler Ave

Auburs, CA 95603

County Contact: Administrative Aide (530) 889-4010

April 3,2014

Robert M. Weygandt

Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Supervisor Weygandt,
RE: PROPOSED EVENT CENTER ORDINANCE | RECOMMENDATION |

We appreciate the time and effort that George Rosasco made in drafting the proposed event center
ordinance. We especially appreciate that he came twice to the Sheridan MAC to present and explain the
draft ordinance and took the time to listen to our concerns and answer our questions.

In general we are pleased with the result of his work but we.do have a couple reservations. We believe
that some important elements have been left out of this draft. We respectfully ask that you consider our
concerns and give your support to addressing them.

The following are the points that we fee] should be included in the final ordinance:

e Code Enforcement must be avaliable when needed to hear and respond to complaints raised
by members of the community.
* No Event Center should be allowed on a private road without written agreement by all ather
property owners on that private road. ‘

We also voted to recommend that the Event Center Ordinance be kept separate from the Winery
Ordinance. While there is some overlap, we feel the issues would best be addressed by their own
respective ordinance and considered separately.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Jim Houck, Chair

cc:  Larry Sevison, Chairman, Placer County Planning Commission
George Rosasco, Placer County Planning Department




County of Placer

NORTH AUBURN MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
P. 0. Box 6883

Aubum, CA 95604 |

County Contact: Administrative Aide (530) 8884010

February 21, 2014

Placer County Planning Commission
3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Zoning Text Amendment — Event Centers
Dear Commissioners:

- The proposed Zoning Text Amendment to change the definition and standards for Community Centers
~ &nd Agricukural Event Centers in rural agricultural areas of Placer County was presented to the North
Aubum Municipa} Advisory Council in a series of workshops by George Rosasco, Supervising Planner,

The Nerth Auburn MAC discussed the proposed ZTA and although there was generally support for the
preposed changes to the Zoning Text to clarify the definition of Community Center and Event Center,
members of the MAC voiced saveral concerns with the propesed language, Specifically, there ware
concerns regarding the minimum requirement for agricultural income, notably that such a requirement
would foree property owners inte farming; that the signage and notification requirements could place an
onerous burden on property cwners; and that the number of events should be carefully examined and
not based on a random number.

Al its January 14, 2014 regular meeting the North Auburn MAC recommend approval of the draft
Zoning Text Ameiment to the Planning Commission with the following recommendations;

1. The Planning Commission should examine the necessity of minimum agricultural requirements;
2. The Planning Commission should review signage and notfication reguirements;
3. The Planning Commission should examine the number of events allowed.

MOTION: FARINHA/WATTS/WILBUR -~ YES
HUNGERFORD — NO
ROEDER — ABSTAIN _
ABSENT: FLECKLIN AND LIVINGSTON

MOTION PASSED 31

Resmhmﬁd, ;

Dave Hungetford,
Vice Chalrman
North Auburn Munlcipal Advisory Council

cc: Placer County Board of Supervisors
George Rosasco, Supervising Planner
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County of Placer
WEIMAR/APPLEGATE/COLFAX
MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

County Contact: Administrative Aide (530) 889-4010

February 19, 2014

Subject: WAC MAC Advisory to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors

On January 15, 2014 the Weimar, Applegate, Colfax Municipal Advisory Council (WAC MAC)
reviewed and discussed the proposed Zoning Text Amendment for “Event Centers” in the
unincorporated areas of Placer County. The MAC discussed several areas of concern and made the

following recomendations:

Sincerely

e Agncultmm] Requirement (7.2.)

. Amount of Agricultural Sales Required to be specified as $1000 per acre
Gross Income Sales.
v Need process to verify and revoke MUP/CUP if Agricultural Requiremenis
are not met. '
# No paving before Event Center applicant meets agricultura] requirements.
® Paving is not allowed during one-year grace period to meet Agricultural
Requirements. ,

Special Notice Requirements (12.a.)
»  Back-up phone number to be posted to an entity guaranteed to respond (i.e.,
law enforcement in the event there is no answer at the “contact phone

number™.)

Definitions (B) — recommend acreage requirements be adjusted as follows:
»  Small Agricultural Event Center means 20 acres or larger,
= Intermediate Agricultural Event Center meéans 40 acres or larger.
» Large Agricultural Event Center means 80 acres or larger.

Number of Events: Modify - 26 is excessive

Access - Replace Sections D.2.b and D.2.C with the following:

+ D.2.b. All Community Centers, commerciat Event Centers and Agriculturaf
Event Centers shall have direct and exclusive access from 2 County-
maintained Road. An encroachment permit may be required to address
ingress, egress and sjte distance requirements. Direct and exclusive access
means either 1) the Event Center parcel abuts a County maintained highway
or 2) fee simple ownership or an access easement for the exclusive use of the
parcel on which the Event Center is located. Event Center access roads shall
not be utilized to access any parcel other than the Event Center parcel, except
in case of emergency

TN % A=
Lyun Tauch,Wice Chairperson

|45



-

County of Plager
MEADOW VISTA MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603
County Contact: Jocelyn Maddux, Dietrict 5 Field Represantative (530} 889-4010

Laurie Sweeney, Ghair Sherri Bloomfield Patrick Shea-Burgess
Mike Walker, Vice-Chair AndersHauge .

February 5, 2014

Subject: Meadcrw Vista MAC Advisory to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Su&msors

On December 4, 2013 the Meadow Vista Municipal Advisory Council (MAC) reviewed and discussed
the proposed Zoning Text Amendment for "Event Centers” in the unincorporated areas of Placer
County., The MAC discussed several areas of concern and made the following raoommendatlons on

a 3-1 vote:

* recommend approval of the ZTA with the addition of attached Sierra Club
Recommendations item 3. Agricuitural Requirement, ltem 4. Number of Events and
ltemn 7. Online Database.

s Recommend amending Chapter 17, Planning and Zeoning Ordinance, section. D1 -
Parking-4a by removal of the parenthesis “(w/exception of parking)” from the text.

Sincerely,

| Lau HelSwe )A)haarperson
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County of Placet

FORESTHILL FORUM
County Contact: Administrative Aide (53¢) 889-4010

February 3, 2014

To: Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors

Subject: Event Center/Community Center ZTA Action

On January 6", The Foresthili Forum (Municipal Advisory Council), reviewed and discussed
the proposed Zoning Text Amendment for “Event Centers” in the unincorporated areas of

Placer County.

The Forum discussed several areas of concern and took action on the proposed ZTA itself as
follows:

Respectfully submltt}g

» Section 2.c, Access Standards: Strengthen wording to address the issues of

maintenance, liability, and enforcement. The Forum recommends that the burden of
road maintenance, liability and enforcement be placed on the evént center applicant

(UNANIMOUS 6-0)

Section 4.4, Setbacks: Delete “minimum of 200 feet” and replace with “as specified by
Conditional Use Permit”. (4 Yes, 2 Abstain) ‘

Section 8, Number of Events: 28 events per year is 100 many, and the number of
events per month should be specified. (UNANIMOUS 6-0)

"? ! oaanen |

e

Chase Dowiing, Vice ChaarpeTSﬁrr;F'é’FésthiH Forum
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Jennifer Montgomery, Placer County Board of Supervisors Supervisor District 5
Jocelyn Maddux Field Representative to Placer County Supervisor Jennifer

Montgomery
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County of Placer
HORSESHOE BAR MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

Loomis, CA 95650-1081
County Contact: Lezh Rosasco (530) 889-4010

S AuPERVISORS
January 31, 2014 5 BosA E_%?Cn.__
FEB -
Placer County Board of Supervisors Sop DI_Sap DA

Auburn, CA 95603 Sup D3ee Alde D .,._ﬂ&j
RE: Event Centers (Community Cemters)

To The Honoreble Placer County Board of Supervisors:

On January 21, 2014, the Horseshoe Bar Municipal Advisory Council held its regular meeting, hearing
from members of the community, as well ag representatives from Placer County Planning, relative to the
proposed ordinance criterin for review of event centers in Placer County, Based on that meeting
discussion we have the following recommendations.

» Recommend that access to an event center is only from a public road, We received many
comments and concerns.centered around non-exclusive easements on private roads. Limiting
access to public roads will greatly reduce the concemn.

s+ We support the Ag Commission recommendation of $1000/ac. of verifiable agricultura!
production. “

s Sethiacks should include a minimum distance of 400 feet from existing dwellings, This is in line
with the 200 foot sethack criteria and will ensure separation for already existing dwellings that
are closer than 200 fest to the property Hus.

e Recommend that code enforcement should be made availahle outside of regular business hours.
Code violations will most likely oceur on the weekends.

Thank you for your consideration,

Yours truly,

Y

Mark Fortner,
Chairman, Horseshoe Bar Municipal Advisory Council

c¢; Placer County Planning Department




County of Placer

PENRYN MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
174 Fulweiler Averne

Aubum, CA 95603 -

County Contact: Administrative Aide (530) 8894010

January 30, 2014

Placer County Planning Commission

3091 County Center Drive

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Zoning Text Amendment — Event Centers

Dear Commissiohers;
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At its January 28, 2014 regular meeting the Penryn MAC took action to recommend the following
guidelines for the proposed Zoning Text Amendment to change the definition of “Community Centet”
and 1o establish a definition and guidelines for “Agricultural Event Centers.”

Sinoe this action item was a continued item from the December 3, 2013 MAC meeting Director Neifer
felt that it was important to include the hightights of the discussion heard on this itern at the December
meeting. These items, as reflected in the mimates, were as follows: mad access on shared roadways,
privete access issues, maintenance on private roads, noise issues, enforcement of codes and ordinances if
violations occur, the number of events that can be scheduled for such centers (26) and the number of
“centers” that could be in rural Placer County resulting in the loss of farmland. General discussion
followed with input from the public as well as the MAC., The following motion was made and approved:

Patty Neifer made a8 motion to bring forward the following recommendations regarding the Event Center

proposal:

e No cvent centers located on private shared roads;
* Maximum number of events allowed per year should be 6 not 26;
¢ Maximum hours of operation should be 8 hours;
« Event center minimum acreage shnu]d ’oe doubled (Sntall: 20 acres, Medium: 40 acres and

Large: 80 acres;

» Enforcement contact information/number shounid be provided and posted if violations occur, with
sppropriate personnel on duty to respond 10 any complaints in a imely manner.

The motion was seconded by Anita Yoder; the vote was unanimous with three council members present
(Mi]n: Bishop, Patty Neifer and Anits Yoder), one council member ebsent (Bob Brodovsky) and one

Tt lodey

Yice Chair, Penryn MAC

Ce: Supervisor Jim Holmes
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Granite Bay MAC Minutes
Wednesday, January 8, 2014 at 7:00
5455 Eureka Road, Granite Bay, CA

Im.

1) Callto Order 7:06

2) Piedge of Aliegiance

3) Approval of the Agenda

ivioiion was made, and seconded, to approve the agenda. Motion passed, 6-0.

4) Approval of the Minutes

a)

December 4, 2013 (Suzanne Jones absent.)

Motion was made, and seconded, to approve the minutes with the correction of a duplicate sentence. Motion passed, 5-

¢

5) Introduction of MAC Members

John Thacker, Suzanne fones, Wait Pekarsky, Don DeSantis, Eric Bose, Virg Anderson and Ashley Gibian, Secretary.

6) Public Safety Reports

a}

b)

¢}

Placer County Sheriff

Lynn Harrison reported that two more men were arrested in conjunction with a burglary. The homeowners
were awoken around midnight at the sound of the break in and called 911. The two men fled the scene and
were later apprehended and are still in custody.

Placer County piaced again for last year's National Night Ourt. Placer and Los Angeles County were the only
Counties in California to place. They love the commitment in the communities of Placer County, but our
population isn’t high enough to place higher. About a dozen neighborhoods in Granite Bay alone participated.,
Recently, six new neighborhood watch group were formed along the Auburn-Folsom corridor. If you share
phone numbers with your neighbors and look out for each other, it can be the best deterrent. in burglaries they
tend to take things they can get rid of quickly such as jewelry, money, guns, and computers,

A resident reported that the ltchy Acres community has had multiple mailbox robberies in the cluster boxes. He
personally has had medical packages such as syringes stolen. He has been trying to get a higher security box and
wants to know what the postal service is doing a2bout this Issue s he asked them to come to the MAC. They
respanded that they will come in February. :

South Placer Fire District

There has been a resignation on the Fire Board. Anyone interested in serving on the board must submit an
application by January, 31 and they will be doing interviews in early February.

California Highway Patrol

None Present.
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7)

Public Comments: Any member of the public may address the Municipal Advisory Council on any matter that is NOT
listed on the agenda. Comments will normally be limited to three {3) minutes per person at the discretion of the

Chairpersan.

MNohe.

8)

)]

Supervisor Report {If Supervisor Kirk Uhler is not present, Linda Brown will present}

Robert Dugan on the PCWA Board and Supervisor Kirk Uhler are working on putting together a presentation as an
informational item to explain what they are anticipating in response to the lack of rain. They are also trying to get
someone from San fuan Water to come speak. Some good news because of the dry weather, construction continues
oh Auburn-Folsom Road to finish the widening project and continue the sewer line project, On the Board jevel, there
was a request to approve a new Williamson Act contract. Rickey Ranch on Cavitt Stallman has been divided among
the younger family members. A 70 acre portion North of Cavitt Stallman has elected to take a new contract. The new
tax rate will be based on a new appraisal. The South side is letting the Williamson contract expire. On December 10,
Supervisor Uhler presented the Commemorative Coin to Eric Bose. Placer County acquired the final three links
needed to lay out a public trait network that someday will connect Hidden Falts Regional Park to the Bear River.

Frank commented that an article in the Sacramento Bee reported that San Juan Water District said that if the water
issue continues into April or May, they will implement a Stage 5 long term water emergency.

informational item/Non-Action:
a) The Atfordable Care Act: Presented by, Cheryl S. Davis, M.S., Director, Human Services (20 min.}
The Federal Government’s Affordable Care Act is a complicated change in American medical insurance coverage.
* To help Placer County residents navigate through this process, a brief overview will be presented explaining
eligibility, coverage and enrollment provisions. This is hot meant to be a fully comprehensive presentation but a
way to find out more about where to go and the role that Placer County is playing to help the community.

Cheryl Davis came to talk about the Affordable Care Act because there has been some confusion over it. The
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, also known as Obamacare, created a new way to purchase coverage
through health insurance exchanges, It requires most of us to have health insurance or pay a penaity which is
often called the "individual mandate" and has been very controversial. It also establishes essential health
benefits for all health plans. it makes it illegal to deny coverage based on pre-existing conditions, age, or
occupation. They cannot charge mare to wamnen and those who are sick and it eliminates annual and lifetime
caps. It also extends parents' coverage for young adults up to 26 years old.

The essential benefits included in every plan are: ambulatory services, emergency services, hospitalization,
maternity and newhorn care, mental health and substance use, rehabilitative services, laboratory services,
preventive wellness and chronic disease mgmt., pediatric services and prescription drugs.

Covered California fs our health exchange for the Affordable Care Act. It is estimated that Placer County's
uninsured make up about 8% of the population which is haif of the National Average. It is estimated that 75% of
these people will be covered by 2016 and that is a benchmark set by the Federal Government. The County is
responsible for signing people up through Medi-Cal. -

You can apply for coverage through March 31, by phone, online or mail,

10) Action ltem:

August 7, 2013 Granite Bay MAC Page2
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a) Proposed Event Center Ordinance: Presented by Gearge Rosasco, Placer County Planning Services Division
{20 min.)
The Board of Supervisors has requested that the Pianning Department deveiop a new ordinance, for their approvai,
on Community Centers and Event Centers in Placer County. There were four workshops at the Planning Commission
that resulted in a Draft Event Center Ordinance. This will be the second presentation to the MAC to answer further
questions. Staff is requesting a recommendation on the ordinance that will be forwarded to the Planning

Commission for further consideration.

Ej Ivaldi was here last week to talk about the proposed Event Center Ordinance. He reported that the Granite Bay
MAC had more questions so George Rosasco is here to answer those questions. After this has been around to all
the MACs (most of them twice] it will go back to the Planning Commission and then on to the Board.

An "event" is not clearly defined at this time but it is going to need to be defined. It would be something like,
anything lasting longer than an hour and no more than twelve. For an example. His recommendation wifl be 10-12
hours max.

In response to event centers next to sensitive receptors, such as schools, the Alcohol Beverage Control Agency will
not license centers too close to sensitive receptors, The event centers will also require a Conditional Use Permit
which could be used to deny a center too close to sensitive receptors.

In regards to lighting, Agricultural areas don’t have a lot of rules so it is necessary to spell out lighting restrictions.
Those restrictions are already set for commercial areas so they do not need to be spelled out again in this specific
ordinance.

For code enforcement, we could put specific language in the ordinance but it would limit the County’s police in their
ability to handle new sjtuations as they arise. They have a citation process which warns people they are breaking a
rule and if they do not correct it they wiil be fined. This works very weii and often people correct the issue bhefore
their hearing. Code enforcement is not set up like police to respond instantly, There is talk about changing the way it
is run so that they can respond more quickly. There has been talk of having permanent signage with a phone line
that will be manned during all events. This line would be available so that someone can call and say, “Hey, this is
happening” and the facility can fix it immediately. There is a concern that “everyone knows that no one is around on
the weekends so they’ll take advantage.” Rosasco believes that if you revoke Conditional Use Permits or give fines,
people will tearn quickly that there are consequences for not staying to code. They discussed many options but
decided that they have everything in place that they need, and they just need to expedite their responses and use it.

There were concerns about access standards and event centers being on private roads. If you were to have an event
center on a private road, you would be responsible for bringing that road up to code and for a portion of the
maintenance. Depending on the size of the center, this could include making the road 25 feet wide, turnouts for fire
department vehicles, etc.

The agricultural requirement means that if you have an agricultural event center, it is meant to be an afternative
revenue stream to help support the agricultural use. Shouid the agricultural use go away, the Conditional Use Permit
should be revoked. '

In counting the number of events each year, we need to have an allowance for private vs public events so that a
family could have their reunion or a birthday party and it would not count against the number of events per year.
We would not want this allowance to be abused though.

Density of Event Centers was discussed but it was decided not to regulate this. The only County that has done this is
Monterey and their restrictions go far beyond a zoning ordinance. The County decided that a better solution is the
Use Permit process and they can consider density in the permit process and decide for or against a specific center.

93
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Eric Bose commented that the beauty of this ordinance is that it gives County Staff the abllity to assess each
application on a case by case basis and include the amount of regulation needed.

Residents have expressed concern over noise in Agricuftural Zones. If you are in an agricultural zone, next to a
{egitimate agricultural use property, it can be exceedingly loud. There is heavy equipment, tractors, generators, etc.
That said, there are rules set in place because the agricultural fand in Placer County Is very fragmented. All noise
must move inside at 7:30 PM and outside noise must not exceed 20 decibels.

Marilyn Jasper suggested an online database in her letter. There is no provision for such a database and Rosasco
doesn’t know who would create and maintain such a database, You could have the centers do it, but that is self-
policing. Sandy Harris recommended posting the conditions of the ordinance online so that people could look and
seg if acenterisin viclstion on their cwn.

A motian. was made and secunded, the MAC Board. recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the ardinance
a.ﬁ.e: reeualuatmg the number of events aliowable" per year-as well as défining what an event Is :n terms of hours'

- _and Iengt'h Motton;:asedﬁ -0
11) Correspondence — Found on Table at the rear of the room.

12) Next Regular Meeting — February 5, 2014

13) ADSOURNMENT 8:53
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County of Placer

NEWCASTLE/OPHIR MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
PO Box 1222

Newcastle, CA 95658

County Contact: Administrative Aide (530) 885-4010

November 22, 2013

Mr. Miner Grey

Placer County Planning Commission Chairman
Planning Commission

3091 County Center Drive

Auburn, CA 96503

Dear Chairman Grey,

At the November 21, 2013 Newcastle Ophir Municipal Advisory Council (MAC) meeting, the MAC
took action on a draft Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA) related to Event Centers. Supervising Planner,
George Rosasco, presented the ZTA and requested a recommendation from the MAC.

The MAC heard numerous concerns from residents, and shares their concern about the impact of Event
Centers on the local community. At this meeting, the MAC approved a motion, 7 ayes / 0 noes / 0

absent, supporting the draft ZTA as presented with the condition that the following revisions are
included in the ZTA:

1. Guidelines for funding of private road maintenance.

2. Definition of what constitutes an “‘event.”

3. Method for tracking the number of events held at each Event Center that is accessible
to the public, preferably via the internet.

4. An exemption to the 26 events per year limit to allow for a fixed number of non=profit
fundraising events each year.

5. Chapter 17.D.4 is revised to state that setbacks can be greater than 200 feet if required
by the Conditional Use Permit, but not less than 200 feet.

6. Chapter 17.D.7 is revised to indicate that the agricultural production requirement of
$4,500 is a five year average based on actual production. This chapter should also
specify whether this production requirement is net income or gross income,

7. Guidelines on how enforcement will be applied.




Sincerely,

Steven Palmer
Chair, Newcastle Ophit MAC

Ce: jim Holmes, Placer County Board of Supervisors
George Rosasco, Supervising Planner, Placer County
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COMMUNITY, COMMERCIAL, AGRIGULTURAL
EVENT CENTERS, ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT
(PCPJ 20130133), NEGATIVE DECLARATION
(REVISED), ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS

Placer County Board of Supervisors

August 26, 2014, 10:20 a.m.

Correspondence Received

8/21/14
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To: Jack Duran
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Re Zoning Text Amendment - Community Centers/Event Centers G D3 ‘Mids DI 7 U(

Jack,

As you are certainly aware of, there is a zoning text amendment regarding community centers that has been in the
works for several years now in Placer County. | have followed the course of this ZTA through the planning commission
workshops and as it circulated through the local municipal advisory council. There has been a small but vocal
community uprising against large agricultural event centers mostly driven by the local Sierra Club chair Marilyn Jasper
and local groups Save Placer Farmlands chair Carol Rubin. They have engaged heavily with the planning department
staff, the media, planning commissioners and with all the MACs around the county to garner support for severely
limiting any incarnation of a community center or event center whether it be large or small in the farm zone. What we
have ended up with and what you will soon be addressing in the Board of Supervisors chambers is a ZTAthatisa
travesty of regulations that | believe culminates in bad policy for this county and for many local business. | have tried to
provide input into the process and have spoken at both the planning commission workshops and at our local MAC
meetings. My inputs have essentially fallen on deaf ears in the planning department along W|th those of many other like
minded concerned businesses.

The planning department has delivered a ZTA to the supervisors that penalize everyone and especially the smaller
business entities around the county. | believe that the planning department probably works really well with large
developer projects or corporations like Target or Beverages & More but can’t see the gray areas in the regulations for
small businesses like myself. | have had a number of negative encounters with planning over the last few years that left
me feeling like Placer County is anti business. Can you believe that it took three weeks to get a federal wine growers
permit and five months to get a Place County business license for the same?

The proposed ZTA would add development standards that are sometimes harsh and sometimes idiotic. For example a
parking standard of 2.5 persons per stall or the maximum number of events set at 26 per year or the definition of an
event thatis 5 or more people for 1 hour or more. | can’t imagine someone investing in improvements on their land
making a profit if they are limited to two events per month throughout the year. I also can’t believe that when gne car
shows up with a total of 5 people and they stay and taste at my winery and picnic for an hour that that would constitute
an event. An onsite commercial kitchen {(with huge capital outlay by the way) can only be used for onsite events in the
new ZTA when many cammercial kitchens around the county rely on subsidizing the expense by renting out to caterers,
small food businesses and food trucks during their down time. The parking standard would crush some small operators
when they realize they need 50 spaces or more. The ZTA completely ignores alternate solutions such as car pooling,
field parking or offsite parking and shuttle services.

The real travesty in these regulations is that they are written primarily to squash the large agricultural event centers like
a bug while at the same time they spoil the pot for all of the little guys like me.

For example, my parcel in Meadow Vista is zoned resort {RES) and is adjacent to the Bear River, Lake Combie and
industrial land that hosts a gravel quarry, asphalt pfant and concrete batch plant. In the current zoning text under
section 17.34 Resort (RES) district which is an inherently commercial district where the purpose and intent of the district
is that it is applied to mountainous areas, water oriented, or other areas with significant natural amenities and
commercial recreational potential, with good access to major highways. Allowable land uses currently include
community centers by right with only a “C” zoning clearance required. The new zoning text now has five categories of
community and event centers of various scale, zoning and complexity and for RES a simple outdoor community center
{not an event center} would now require a full blown CUP including a public hearing at the planning commission
chambers for anyone to protest the land use. I have repeatediy asked why they are making this significant change to the
code and | have not received any answer whatsoever. For my small parcel that would be the deal breaker due to the
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efforts and costs involved. So | guess t will never be able to have the boy scouts assemble here by the lake, or the
Meadow Vista Garden Club, or the Meadow Vista Friendly Neighbors for that matter. | have been Jumped in with the
feared Bill Graham promoters invading Placer County agricultural lands that are sucking up large parcels, have deep
pockets and want to host Van Halen rock concerts at their wedding reception party. There really are no evil operators
invading our county and it is all in the minds of a few. In fact, there are currently only a few community centers
approved in the region and only one waiting for approval during the moratorium. This new ZTA is bad policy and
especially for the little guys.

The taughable part (and I have raised this issue previously severaf times to planning) is that in the resort district by right (
C ) I could currently have Agricultural accessory structures (something | have been denied by county staff claiming a 10
acre minimum rule which should only apply to the farm zones), Community centers, Houses of worship, Libraries and
museums, Home occupations, Mobile homes, Residential care homes, Shopping centers, Child day care centers, Offices,
Public safety facilities, Bed and breakfast lodging. All with no permit required with just clearance by planning. So if the
board adopts the ZTA in its current form | will [ose a right that is appropriate for my mountain property lakeside location
with commercial zoning. All because of a few squeaky voices against large event centers in the farm zone that has
nothing to do with me or my zoning.

Also, if you look at the current code in 17.34, with a simple minor use permit (no planning commission hearing) the
resort district can have Campgrounds, Golf driving ranges, Membership organization facilities, Outdoor commercial
recreation, Parks, playgrounds, golf courses, Recreation and fitness centers, Rural recreation, Schools, Temporary
events, Caretaker and employee housing, Multifamily dwellings, Restaurants and bars, Retail stores, Roadside stands for
agricultural products, Banks and financial services, Child and adult day care, Medical services ~ clinics and fabs, Public
utifity facilities, Harbor facilities, Transit stations and terminals, and Vehicle storage. The proposed ZTA has no mention
of a minor use permit anywhere.

The only uses that currently require a full blown CUP for the resort zone are land uses fike Plant nurseries, Water
extraction and storage (com'mercial), Mining surface and subsurface, Ski lift facilities and ski runs, Sports facilities,
Service Stations, Hotels and motels, and Recreational vehicle parks. But these are ail allowable uses in the resort district
as well. Soa small outdoor community center with a few picnic tables, barbecue pits and some benches would be
forced to the same level of county planning and public scrutiny as those uses.

Sadly, Placer Couhty is poised to enact a Draconian ZTA that will prevent the proliferation of community centers in the
farm zone and everywhere else in the county while we jump at protecting the bucolic setting for folks that purchased
land in a commercial agricultural district (and they signed the right to farm form) known for noise, dust, fumes, animal
smells and traffic due to commercial agriculture operations. [t is an obvious conclusion that this same precedence of
standards and principles will flow over and be applied to wineries when that ZTA hits the BOS chambers. We will all
suffer the consequences of a drop in tourism to our county and the associated tax revenues from attach businesses like
hotels and restaurants and specialty shops.

| urge you to oppose the current ZTA on community/event centers until one can be drafted that addresses the
differences between various levels of land use and protects small business vs. the broad brush strokes that are currently
being painted to inhibit development in the farm zone and around alf of Placer County.

Sincerely,

% S
Jeff Evans

Bear River Winery

2751 Combte Road

Meadow Vista, CA 95722
(530) 878-8959
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:I" FPUBLIC INTEREST COALITION :1;
F.o.box 671, Loomis,CA 95650

August 20,2014

Placer County Board of Supervisors ) RECE[VED
175 Fulweiler Ave

Auburn, CA 95603 | AUG 21 2014
Ladies and Gentlemen: CLERK OF THE

RE: Event Center Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA)—PZTA 2013-133 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Our organizations fully support agriculture in Placer County, and work to preserve
agricultural (ag) lands. Other than our preference that the “Community Event Center”
designation be reserved and approved solely for nonprofit organizations and/or public
agencies, operated for the public good, our concerns are focused on the three “Agricultural
Event Center” (AEC) designations as proposed in the Event Center ZTA.

More stringent language and limitations must be imposed to reduce or eliminate
AEC impacts on residential ag/farmland rural communities, the environment, and to
preserve future agricultural operations. Event Centers are commercial venues that create
revenue from property or facility rental fees, sales, or other inducements. When these
centers are located in commercial or other non-residential zones, they elicit few, if any,
impacts or complaints. However, an event center per se cannot be construed to be an ag or
farm activity—it is an entirely different and separate business operation from a viable ag
operation. If AECs are allowed to operate in residential/ag or farm zones, they create
potentially significant negative environmental impacts and incompatible land uses. Worse,
they have the potential to become the dominant activity and risk replacing or greatly
reducing legitimate ag operations in Placer County.'

Because many of our concerns regarding the process and the AEC development
standards have not been addressed, along with code enforcement issues, we submit by
reference our more lengthy comment letter to the Placer County Planning Commission,
dated June 29, 2014, for their hearing on July 10, 2014, We also wish to emphasize at
least a couple of our primary concerns for your immediate consideration.

We support much of Placer County’s proposed Event Center ZTA language, but
strongly urge that it be sent back for revision to incorporate more of the “common theme”
recommendations submitted by the County MAC’s, Ag Commission,” organizations, and
citizens as they relate to AECs.

The purpose of zoning is to separate incompatible land uses, and this concept is
intricately entwined with Code Enforcement. Major problems are created when
incompatible land uses collide (such as commercial and residential agricultural/farm),
and/or when County code enforcement is compromised either by a lack of resources or by
vague conditions of approval and/or unenforceable standards. Because code enforcement

"“I'Il have to go back to doing agriculture,” quote attributed to Nevada County 13-acre landowner,
SACRAMENTO BEE, August 11, 2014, Nevada County considers limits on outdoor events, including
weddings, page B-1.

* Commeon themes from staff report to the Placer County Planning Commission, “Workshop—Event
Center Uses in Placer County, April 24, 1914, pages 7-8.

Placer Co-Event Center ZTA-BOS Comment-8/20/14-page 1



challenges render the Conditions of Approval (COA) on a Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
problematic, as stated and/or implied in the 2013 Grand Jury Report,? then it follows that
to approve the proposed ZTA, with its “flexible” language, will simply exacerbate all of
the existing problems and create new conflicts.

To approve commercial operations, which is what AECs are, in Residential
Ag/Farm zones is to create incompatible land-use activities, which in turn destroys the
concept of “orderly development,” which is intended to keep Commercial and Industrial
zones separate from residential zones.

Enforceable standards should not be weakened with language, such as “may be
revoked” or “.. .or as otherwise specified,” which are just two examples contained
throughout the proposed ZTA.

No AEC should be allowed when the access is via a shared private roads. Families
must not be subjected to unsafe conditions or air quality impacts created with hundreds of
vehicles continuously utilizing their private roads and properties, especially when they
may have little-to-no recourse if a faulty, inadequate AEC ZTA is adopted. We urge that
as a minimum, one of the most often mentioned recommendations, and least controversial,
be incorporated into the ZTA: AECs shall be allowed or approved only where ingress
and egress to the facility is directly from a public roadway.

This AEC ZTA will impact family residents in neighborhoods and/or communities
with commercial activities where rural enjoyment of peace and quiet is and should be the
norm. At the very least, as a mitigation measure, to ensure enforcement, in addition to
specifying penalties for non-compliance, the ZTA standards should include a clause that no
variances shall be granted on the specific established criteria or stipulations, nor with a
CUP, once it has been approved.

Exacerbating the environmental impacts is the suggested allowance of 26 events
per year (which, as currently worded, may be more than 26} which can potentially create
six months of continuous weekend events. This is unacceptable for any community or
neighbors to have to deal with, especially when home owners purchased their homes in
rural/res/ag zones in good faith, relying on [and use compliance. Language must state that
“no more than 12 events shall be allowed per year.”

The “Agricultural Requirement,” in the development standards for AECs should be
stated and applied as “net” income from agricultural production in order to be more
meaningful. Using “gross production” as the standard is subject to manipulation and
interpretation, and will be unenforceable. Work around” or “loophole” language has
created problems, both in Placer County and many other counties, and continues with the
current proposal.

After years of discussions, the proposed creation of the three AEC designations is a
reasonable approach, but what actually constitutes an event was subject to a wide variety
of interpretation. For enforcement and transparency sake, what constitutes an event needs
to be more clearly defined, limited, and explicit.4

* Placer County Grand Jury Report for 2012 — 2013, page 116, and Responses to 2012 — 2013
Grand Jury Final Report, page 65.

* Sample language might include: “An event is any gathering of a public or private nature,
including but not limited to festivals, concerts, carnivals, fairs, ceremonies, cultural celebrations, block
parties or other activity or entertainment, where the sponsors or promoters have a financial interest to be
derived—sales of any goods or services, use or rent of property or facility {or any portion thereof), sales of
any media rights, or any other consideration exchange.” (Drafted from portions of the Nevada County
Outdoor Event Ordinance.)
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We remain optimistic that a workable ZTA can be adopted if either (1) the
recommendations and concerns submitted by the public, MAC’s and Agricultural
Commission are considered and incorporated into the Event Center ZTA, rather than left
for discretionary decision making on a case-by-case basis, or (2) a Programmatic
Environmental Impact Review (PEIR) is circulated to codity the criteria—development
and operational standards that all AEC proposals or applications for event activities in
Residential Agriculture or Farm Zones must meet before being considered for approval.

This proposed Event Center ZTA may be considered a county wide rulemaking;
thus a PEIR would be appropriate to circulate for disclosure of the probable environmental
impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives. New AEC applications, or other proposals
that meet event definitions, would then tier off the PEIR and include an Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, etc. Such a PEIR would also address the
cumulative impacts of new AECs or other event activities as a whole, instead of having
them pop up piecemeal in rural areas of the County with unlimited densities that can
saturate rural communities.

The non-specific and equivocal language in the operational standards provides no
assurance to the public that any impact will be “substantially mitigated by the imposition of
uniformly applied development policies or standards” because in the AEC ZTA (1)
uniform standards are compromised with unenforceable “escape” clauses; and (2) what
vague standards are stated will be applied on a case-by-case basis. Consistency or
uniformity is non-existent if each staff member has “flexibility” to interpret the standards
case-by-case. With staff being pressured to establish the COA for each AEC
application, it is reasonable to predict that the public, Planning Commission, and
Board of Supervisors will be drawn into contentious application appeals. Only strict,
unequivocal, enforceable standards for the AEC designations will resolve this issue.

The proposed ZTA should be revised with language added to include any and all types
of events proposed in Res/Ag/Farm zoned lands, with no exclusions or exemptions. The
Winery Ordinance allows tastings, six 2-day Promotional Events, and two 3-day Temporary
Qutdoor Events (TOE) permits may be obtained. However, any additional events after those
permitted event days must follow the standards and be permitted under the AEC ZTA.

Alternatives to AECs are plentiful with existing commercial event venues which are
situated throughout Placer County in properly zoned areas that prevent conflict with/in
residential zones. These commercial event center venues are viable alternatives to AECs and
may be rented for weddings, reunions, dances, concerts, fundraisers, banguets, carnivals,
cooperative product promotions, and other large or small events, with parking provided. These
existing facilities can provide an economic boost for the County without impacting
homeowners’ rights to enjoy their residential properties and will not displace agricultural or
farm lands with commercial facilities, or create the environmental impacts that AECs have the
potential to do.

In closing, we are not opposed to the orderly development of Event Centers as long as
they do not create a loss of ag lands or operations and do not create hardships for rural
residents. We sincerely want to see a fair and just AEC ZTA adopted that works and resolves
contentious issues, The currently proposed Event Center ZTA fails on both counts. Please
consider revising and, and at a minimum, incorporating the “common theme”
recommendations.

Thank you for considering our views,

Marilyn Jasper, Chair
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